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) ORDERGRANTING _)'
) RECONSIDERATION
) AND CLARIFICATION

ThismattercomesbeforethePublicServiceCommissionof SouthCarolina(the

Commission)on thePetitionof theSouthCarolinaTelephoneAssociation(SCTA) for

reconsiderationor clarification of CommissionOrderNo. 2001-1088,issuedon

November30,2001.

Wewouldnotethat CommissionOrderNo.2001-1088rulesupon,andgrantsin

part,thePetitionsfor Rehearingand/orReconsiderationfiled by theConsumerAdvocate

for theStateof SouthCarolina(theConsumerAdvocate)andtheSoutheastern

CompetitiveCarriersAssociation(SECCA).

SCTAnotesthatthesecondfull paragraphonpage4 of theOrderbeginswith a

discussionof SECCA'sassel_ionthattheCommission'sordersin thisdocketdonot

supportthe inclusionof aprovisionin theStateUniversalServiceFundGuidelinesand

AdministrativeProceduresrelatingto a 66.67%capon theamountacarrierof last resort

maywithdraw from theStateUniversalServiceFund(USF)during thesecondphase.

Beginningonpage2 of OrderNo. 2001-1088,thatOrdernotedthat CommissionOrder

No. 2001_-419specificallyadoptedthosepartsof theSCTAproposal
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thatwerenot inconsistentwith thespecificrecommendationsadoptedin theorder,and

describedthebenefitsof thephased-inapproach.Thesepointsappearin Paragraph13of

OrderNo. 2001-419.This Commissionin OrderNo. 2001-1088goeson to reject

SECCA'sassertionthattheordersissuedin this docketdonot supportthe inclusionof

this provisionin tiledocuments,andstates,"We disagree,andhold thatthis is required

by paragraph22of OrderNo. 2001-419."

SCTA furthernotesthatparagraph22of OrderNo. 2001-419doesnotrelateto

the issueof aphase-inof StateUSF,or cappingthemaximumamountsthat maybe

withdrawnin anygivenphase.Paragraph22 concludesthat it is reasonablefor the

Commissionto requirethatresultsfrom coststudiesbeupdatedby eachlocal exchange

carrier(LEC)beforethatLEC's StateUSFwithdrawalexceedsone-thirdof its company-

specificamount.SCTA statesthatthis paragraphseemsto addresstile issueraisedin

point 3.bonpage5 of theSECCApetition,whereinSECCAassertsthatsimilar language

containedin Section9, bullet 7, page8 of theapprovedUSF Guidelinesis "new and

different" from prior versions.

Accordingly,SCTA requestsreconsiderationor clarificationof OrderNo. 2001-

1088.We grantreconsiderationandclarification.Clearly,paragraph22 of OrderNo.

2001-419doesnot addressthephase-inof theStateUSF.This appearsto bea scrivener's

error.Wethereforestrikethereferenceto paragraph22 from thatparagraph.We holdthat

theprovisionsof Paragraph13of OrderNo. 2001-419specificallysupporttherejection

of SECCA'sassertionthattheordersissuedin this docketdonotsupportthe inclusion

relatingto a66.67%capon theamounta carrierof lastresortmaywithdraw from the
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StateUSF duringthesecondphase.Clearly,we intendedto adoptthosepartsof SCTA's

originalproposal,includingmodificationsin the StateUSF guidelines,that arenot

inconsistentwith thespecificrecommendationsadoptedby usin OrderNo. 2001-419.

Wethink thecapprovisionasdescribedabovefits into thiscategory.

Reconsiderationandclarificationis thereforegrantedasdescribedabove.This

Ordershall remainin full forceandeffectuntil furtherOrderof theCommission.

BY ORDEROFTHE COMMISSION:

Chairman

ATTEST:

Executi_

(SEAl,)


